As more US states have taken up justice reinvestment to deal with ballooning corrections populations and the budgetary realities that go with them, justice reinvestment has taken a range of shapes. Cumulatively, these strategies have contributed to a change in the political climate whereby lowering imprisonment rates can be seriously entertained by public officials (Austin et al ., 2013: 1) . Moreover, according to Gary Dennis of the BJA, JRI initiatives have led to improvements in levels of professionalism within the not-for-profit sector and faith-based organisations as their work gets drawn into a framework involving stronger oversight and evaluation.
In the decade or so in which JRI has been implemented in various US jurisdictions, gaps have emerged, perhaps inevitably, between the way that it was originally conceived and the way that it has been applied in practice. This chapter sets out some of the original principles of justice reinvestment and discusses a number of the strategies that were identified as its defining features. We then compare those originating principles to the on-the-ground realities of the JRI in the USA. The analysis here is not exhaustive, but rather is based around the literature from organisations involved with the JRI and interviews with key stakeholders involved in the implementation of various strategies.
The instrumental approach taken by the CSG has been remarkably successful at securing the expeditious passage of legislation aimed at reducing incarceration rates. It has also been at odds in some respects with the normative principles that shaped the original formulation of justice reinvestment. One of the architects of the concept, Susan Tucker, says that the success of the CSG in shaping the criminal justice reform narrative around justice reinvestment means that 'to be in a position to get money, I think people feel like they have to come under the banner of justice reinvestment. And so then justice reinvestment itself gets watered down'. She is referring here to the aspects of the strategy, as originally conceived, that go beyond budgetary imperatives -such as (re)investment in disadvantaged communities -which reflect deeper values like social and racial justice; indeed, justice reinvestment was devised as an elegant structure through which funds could be found to achieve such reinvestment. While it also has the advantage of being marketable as a strategy which recognises that there is 'no logic to spending a million dollars a year to incarcerate people from one block in Brooklyn' (Tucker and Cadora, 2003: 2) , the idea, as originally conceived, was ultimately a vehicle for achieving 'community-level solutions to community-level problems' (ibid.: 2, 3).
The variance of the JRI in practice from justice reinvestment in theory in some respects reflects the necessary adaptation of an idea to political and practical realities. Its various iterations also raise the question of whether or not the term 'justice reinvestment' has a conceptual core in the absence of which an enterprise can no longer be considered justice reinvestment. This is a significant question for new jurisdictions, such as Australia, which are exploring the possibilities of justice reinvestment. Has the term become a 'floating signifier' with no essential defining features? This chapter begins to explore this question. The discussion is taken up further in Chapter 5.
Back to the beginning: principles of justice reinvestment
Justice reinvestment is a public policy response to over-incarceration which takes a holistic approach to both the systemic drivers of the prison population and to underlying issues that lead to offending. Because of this breadth of approach, it was conceived as a strategy that would work both inside and beyond the criminal justice system to achieve reduced levels of incarceration; as suggested by the Commission on English Prisons Today (2009: 49) , justice reinvestment 'is not about alternatives within the criminal justice process, it is about alternatives outside of it'.
Its key strategy is to quantify savings from the corrections budget and to then reinvest those savings to address the causes of reoffending in places where large numbers of people spend time in prison, and to make communities safer. To appeal to progressives and conservatives alike, justice reinvestment rhetoric can speak both in the language of saving taxpayer dollars/increasing community safety, and of neighbourhood renewal/racial justice.
